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Period for RepT''''^^ "^^^ °^*^'^ communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - " 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTHfS) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION ^ ' 

- a^r^S,lS^^^^ .nnoeventhowever..ava.ep,v.e«.e,vn,eC 

status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 14 October 2004 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)|EI This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1j:40 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 16-40 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) IEI Claim(s) 1:40 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

I on The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)^ accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held In abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 85(a) 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) Is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 121(d) 

I I )U The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)n Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S C § 119(a)-(d) or (f) 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: v / v y v 

1 •□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PGT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Request for Continued Examination 

1. The request for continued examination (RCE) under 37 C.F.R. § 1.1 14 Is 
acceptable. An action on the RCE follows. 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following Is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and orocess of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any perTorskEfn ?he 

S fnSl? ?T'"'.' °' " "^^^'y to make and use^he same ^nd s^^^^^^^ 

set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. The newly added limitation of "the amount of 
polymer produced in the first polymerization stage (I) is between 10 and 99% by weight 
relative to the total amount of polymer produced in stages (I) and (III)" is not fully 
supported by the specification. The range of "10-90%" rather than "10-99%" is 
supported in specification In the Indicated section. The newly added limitation contains 
new matter. 

5. Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
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was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. In the multistage of Example 1 of pages 29-30. 100 g of porous deactivated 
polypropylene is used in the second polymerization stage to produce 94 g of polymer 
composition. Based on the disclosure, the total amount of polymers from both 
polymerization stages is 94 g which is less than the 100 g of polymer from the first 
polymerization stage alone. Thus, one must conclude that Example 1 fails to enable the 
instant claims because the total amount of polymers from both polymerization stages 
must be at least 10 wt.% more than the amount of polymer produced in the first 
polymerization stage alone. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
6. Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Govoni et al. (US 5,589,549) in view of Canich et al. (US 6,194,341) and . 

The instant claims are directed to a two-stage olefin polymerization processes 
comprising preparing a porous polyolefin with greater than 5% of porosity in the 
presence of a nonmetallocene catalyst such as titanium or vanadium catalyst, 
contacting the polymer from the porous polyolefin with a late transition metal complex 
catalyst, and then conducting the second stage polymerization, wherein the amount of 
polymer produced in the first polymerization stage is between 10-99 wt% based on the 
total amount of polymers from both stages. 
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Govoni teaches that the multistage process can work with different catalyst 
system in the various stages to provide polyolefins with wide ranges of olefinic polymer 
composition. 

Govoni expressly teaches a two-stage process for the polymerization of olefins 
(col. 2, line 58 to col. 3. line 23; col. 4, lines 8-17; and Examples 1-5). In the first stage, 
a titanium or vanadium catalyst is used to produce a porous polyolefin with porosity of 
greater than 5%. The porous polyolefin is contact with a metallocene catalyst and then 
the second stage polymerization is conducted. 

Govoni teaches all of the limitations of the instant claims except that the catalyst 
used in the second stage polymerization is metallocene rather than a late transition 
metal complex of the instant claims. 

Canich teaches a process for preparation of multimodal polyolefins in the 
presence of a catalyst mixture comprising a late transition metal and a Ziegler catalyst 
to provide a polyolefin with controlled molecular weight distribution and composition 
distribution (col. 2, line 53 to col. 4, line 15; and col. 16, lines 29-34). 

While the polymerization processes of both Govoni and Canich produce 
polyolefins with multimodal composition and molecular weight distributions. Govoni's 
multistage polymerization process allows individual control of the fractions of polyolefins 
prepared under each of the catalysts, and, thus, provide more freedom for tailoring the 
final polymer compositions. 

Govoni and Canich are analogous because they both are from the same area of 
endeavor of polyolefins with multimodal compositions and molecular distributions. 
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Thus, it would have been obvious to a skilled artisan at the time the invention 
was made to employ Canich's late transition metal complex to Govoni's two-stage 
polymerization process to provide better tailored polyolefin compositions with 
multimodal compositions and molecular weight distributions and in the absence of 
showing of criticality and unexpected result. 



7. Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejected claims have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Response to Arguments 





Caixia Lu, Ph. D. 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1713 



